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ON THE APPEAL TO SUPPRESS LEPTOCORIXA IN FAVOUR OF 
LEPTOCORISA Z.N.(S.) 1589 
(see volume 20, pages 435-437) 

By Carl W. Schaefer (Department of Biology , Brooklyn College , Brooklyn 10, New York) 

I agree completely with China and Ahmad’s Appeal to suppress the generic name 
Leptocorixa Berthold, 1827, in favor of Leptocorisa Latreille, 1829. In addition, I 
should like to make a few comments in support of their request that the family-group 
name leptocorixini (and its variants) be suppressed in favor of leptocorisini : 

(1) leptocorisini Stal, 1872 has priority .over leptocorixini Bergroth, 1913, 

having been used first by Stal in 1872 (Ofv. K. svensk. Vetensk.-Akad. Forhandl. 
29(6) : 54): 

(2) leptocorisini has achieved general acceptance over leptocoroxini and, by 

Article 40(a), is valid whether or not the Appeal to suppress leptocorixa is 
granted; 

(3) The reference in Paragraphs 7(4) and 7(5) of China and Ahmad’s Appeal to 

“Stal 1877 ” should certainly read “ Stal 1872,” since the latter is the 
correct reference and is, indeed, the one cited in the Bibliography. 


COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED VALIDATION OF CARDINAL1S 
BONAPARTE, 1838 (AVES). Z.N.(S.) 1608 
(see this volume, pages 133-136) 

By Walter Bock (University of Illinois , Urbana , Illinois , U.S.A.) 

I would like to comment upon several points raised by Mayr, Marshall and Selander 
in the proposal before the I.C.Z.N. on the generic name Cardinalis Bonaparte, 1838). 

On page 134, paragraph 9, and page 136, appendix, Mayr, Marshall and Selander 
point out that the genera Pyrrhuloxia and Cardinalis (— Riclunondena ) are separated 
mainly upon the basis of bill shape and that the separation of these genera is based 
upon very doubtful grounds. I have recently published a paper on the problem of 
“ Bill shape as a generic character in the cardinals ” (The Wilson Bulletin 76(1) : 50-61); 
this study was done upon the suggestion of Dr. Mayr who was anxious to have this 
problem analyzed in connection with his proposal to the I.C.Z.N. My conclusions 
are that differences in bill shape between Pyrrhuloxia and Cardinalis are well within the 
range of variation in bill shape observed in closely related genera and that these forms 
are with little doubt congeneric. 

Because these birds are congeneric and because this is the type-genus of the sub¬ 
family, I would strongly support the recommendation of Mayr, Marshall and Selander 
as given in their paragraph 15, pp. 135-136. 

By Jean Dorst (Museum National d'Histoire Naturelle, Paris , France ) 

J’ai lu avec beaucoup d’interet la proposition faite par Ernst Mayr et J. T. Marshall 
sur la validation du nom generique de Cardinalis. 

Je tiens a vous dire qu’apres avoir pris connaissance de cette note j’en partiage dans 
Fensemble les termes et je serais tres heureux de voir cette proposition acceptee par la 
Commission. 


By B. P. Hall (British Museum (Natural History ), London) 

I would like to support Prof. Mayr’s application to suppress Cardinalis Jarocki, 1821, 
and place Cardinalis Bonaparte, 1838, on the Official List. I regard this as an excep¬ 
tional instance, arising from the wide use of the vernacular “ Cardinal ” and the 
present instability in the generic names, which justifies using a little common sense to 
produce stability, rather than too rigid an application of the Rules. 
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